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Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion

*Response Regulation nation

&D/4 5/76 whattypeeoflahduse 52.21(e) -- 'lhe intent of the June 12 mdifi-
plan&q agencies mist (11 (iii) cation was to ihcllde as a mini-

;
s

c beconferredwithuuder
the nsw 6alrce review
for PSD?

mm those agencies with regulatory
teeth. fknmmr, all agencies

i

affected by PSD actions should be i
notified if possible. I

psq/s 7/9/76 a) fbw does the PSD base- 52.21
lineapply toascurce,whid~
wa5 p5rmitted to burn 0.7%5
oil prior to January 1975
and then in June 1976 secured
a regulatory change and re-,
vised permit to allow for
2.5%s oil.
b) Asourceoperatedatared~~~3
capacity andat a levelof con-
trolbetterthanthatrq.~ired
by the SIP. 15 the baseline
figured at theSIPlimitand for
full, actual, or what capacity?
cl Inanareawith  ananbientSD2
problem, cauone souroe (A), mt
metirbg E3MXorRACT,erecta
taller stack for a neighboring
source (B) meeting BACF &/or
REP, in order to allow for a
relaxed SIP regulation for source
(A)? (A) and (B) amtribu(;e to ah
anbient vlclation. -.. . .

_- a1 1hi5 change muld amnt again&
the increment I

I
I

I

b) me baeelim ie figured fmn i
thernaxhxndseim5  level that
a source actually emittea durirq

. 1974.

cbruli-  . c) In order for a source to gain an
tiona1 air quality credit for erecting a

tall stack, it nust firet apply
WUY!. Iherefore,  source B can erect
a taller stack which may provide for
a relaxation of the SIP as it applie
to source A, but only after a
rigorous contml strategy damn-
stration shows'that the relaxation
of the stmdards does not interfere
with the attainnlent and nlainixmame
of NNW.

-I

i



. .

’ Code Date oc Question Agfected De terini- Discussion
Response

,
Regulathn nation

-SD/6

>

l/16/76 Can an agency approve
all independent phases
of a large PSD source if
it cMosef3 to do so for
reasons of national or
regio1lal  mnGernT

Condf-
tiOM1

At least two key factors sRDuld  be
pnsidered  in determining whether hn
iss~ a single pennlt for both
initial and flubseipent  stages of
mnstructi.on. One is the degree
of certainty over’whether  arii d~31~
addltiona1 mrlvtruction will pKzeed.
U-rly wlhere  the applicar>t lrwk& a
atrory showing tlrat all phases will
definl tely be built on a fixed
schedule shuld a aultf-@-ased per-
m_it even be mnsidered. llre semnd
key factir ie the degree to whid>
tJre separate facilities to he mn-
struck 4n phases muld stand
independently of each other fran a
bufhess viw point. As a Eheral
rule, a permit should only mver
construction aXmM?ncing wfthh 16

j PSD/7  1 H/25/76 A oat~lytic cradcirq unit 52.21 (d) (hdi-
is being  noved from Canada (1) (xi) t1ona1

If the catalytic crackim unit will. j
hcrease SO and/or particulate 4 i

to Region VI whfze It will ~nissions f an the refinery, then3
be “re-erectzd” at an existing unless there was a bindhq mntract
ptmleun mfirxxy. 11~2 instal- f o r  mntinmus‘on-sit33  mnstrwtion
1,ation  work  wllb begin after +rer~tcd  prior to 6/l/75, the .%e-
6/l/75. Is this unit shject ~XI erection” a3nne~~h-q  after that 1

PSJ review? date wu~ld trigger  the PSD reviw i
pnxedtlres  . If work has begun

._ ad 110 1)13nnit  has been griuhd, tJ1e I
owner or operator .ls in violation
of an inpl+mta tion plan and sh-

i

ject t-r0 enforoemt3t uihr S113  of
the Clean Air Act.

i
t---------l

t
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code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Response Regulation nation

PSD/14 12/l/76 CB Ia 1 t advisable to
routinely specify the
use of control  equip-
ment as BACF rather
than defining an en-
forceable emission
l.imlt for the source?

52.21 (d) (21
(ii)

CIxdi- Defining an emission limit is a
tl.ona1 nwch better and direct ncans of mn-

trmllirkc~ fmuroe erni.ssions.  Hkwever,
where it ie extremsly  dLffiarlt  b
estk3te  and measure emissions frrxn
a source EPA can and sbuld autho-’
rize or specify oontrcl  techniqws
as DALY in these casea.

PSD/lS 12/l/76 Do the follawlng  changes by - -
existbg  or “grandfathered”
source8  affect the an0unt  of
PSD increnwk that ie avail-
able for nf3w subject f3ources?
a) switiing to higher sulfur mnsurptiorl
content fuel
h) incrl?asing eniesions  tqond mnsimption
the IMxDNn ~iSSionfJ  of 1974
up lx3 allcwanle SIP 1im.i.t
c) Irbxeaeing  average and/or mnsu@.ion
maxinun  production rate (with-
out pIlyeical’nKdificaLlM  of the
facility above 1974 produc-
tion
d) Plant shut&am
1) blprary i) no effect
ii) permanent (scurce can- ii) expansion
r0t legally reaum its opera-
tion) -
e) Source cleanup via an es- expansion
tablislr~~~ ocnpliance  sdw_lule
(since l/1/75)
f) source under mnstructlcn no effect
hidI axnnenced  oonstnxtion
prlar to l/75 .
g) lhporary  enklssions associated 110 effect
with soixoe mnst_ruction

-  ’
and portable facilities .



.
Code Date o$ Question Affected Determi- Discussion

Response Regulation nation

PSD/16 12/l/76 Ebr
PSD
a)

b)

whatreasone  can the
permit  be withheld?
Analytical difficulties

EIS

a) Limited tirm exfxnsion for fhal
action provided  in fi52.21 (e)
b) current PSD regulation  6, mt
allw for the interruption of the
rehw process for thitl reason, but

4 pending reqlaseif  icatim Yes hg amndmnta  would.

PSD/17 12/l/76  i Can t.hekghalAdminietrator  ’ Yea ‘EPA order 1200.3A  gives the aulhorit!
eign both the mtioe of dele- for dmye of ad&es8 to the RA and
qathm and dmnge of address authority  for delegation haa alao
(ruhnaJc~)  for PSD delegationa? been delegated to the RA.

PsD/M 12/l/76  ’ D3 theF%DincrmnQapply
a) over plant pmperty? YeS
b) over bodies of water?

c) in fugitive duet areari?

d) in mm-attainment AElI's?

-_

.

‘ixmdi-
t.iOMl

mndi-
tiona1

a&b) ?Ihe reviw  for  PSD ia appk73-
priate for both plant property and
adjacent hollies of water unlees the
general public is ampletely iud
effectively precluded fmm acme63  t-0
these areas.
c) mm ie de\Feloping  speci f ic
guidanoe for resolving the fugiti\rtt  *
dust i.esu~ incltihq the NSR in
these areae.
d) PSD incrementa  apply except in
ttuxe portions of a r0n-attahnent
A@CH w9lidl are exmpt for being
pervasively above the So and/or TSP
atm&irds. ‘11&l  m%ws &ut 750 of

‘the land area (county hiitl) or 75%
of the nieasurenents  representative
of tJle ama indicate ahient viola-
tions of the applicable standard.
Also LJlt,  stata mst mtify WA that
a certain area pervas/vely emx&
CJw utarrlards.  _ .



l
Code D a t e  oc Question Aefected Determi- Discussion

Response I Regulation nation

- PSD/19 12/l/76 Can oontrol  greater than Yes fkmever,  due mnsideratlo~  must be
that suggested in the SSEIS given b the SSEIS  dorxnent  and
(no existing NSPS) be adm- CPDD should be first oontac@d.c cated for B?uX?

PSD/20 12/l/16 If only one facility is. mdified within a subject
Urder the current rqulatjonf3 only

.
, the facility mdified  is to be

soura3, is the PSD review reviewed for MCI? undf3r  PSD unlese
awlicable for this facility other facilities within the souros
alone or for all facilities
within the sourof which are

have to bf3 changed themelves

affected by the mdificatZcm?
(capacity, process) to acxmplieh
the prJncipal rrodificatIm.  How-
ever, the entire souroe should be
analyzed fm emission incre.ases whidl
muld cmnt against the applicable
PSD i rcremn t .

l?SD/Zl 12/17/76  *A) Ch of three existing
boilers at a Kraf t pulp
mill 18 to be replaoed
by a new biley while the
other. two are to be mdi-
fied to burnbil (that is,
they are to axme burning
bark). Ilaw do the PSD
regulations apply?

52.21(b) (1)
52.21 (d) (1)
(iii)

mndi-
tiona1

A) ‘Ilm applicable source muld be the
exist4ng Kraft pulp mill. Eadl of
the tmilers muld be a facflity  with-
in the source. (9’52.21 (b) (1) stake
that a sourca ,ie comprised  of one or.
mre pollutimt emitting facilities).
Rx the souroa to ke subject to PSD,
Ulere namt be a net Jncreatie  i.n the
emissions of So and/or PM resulting
from lhe mdifi&tim. 91~ VSD
regulations exlCJe , for review pur-
lxmes, any increase reaul ting fmn
a fuf.31  switch. ~1Iert3fore,  Ulu thx3
tmilcru  6witchLng  fran bark to oJ1
wnuld not be inclu~led  in any ml-
c~ilatlon.3  to detetmlrlo  a II& Jncrease
J II eal 33 ions. If a r\el:  increase  h
emlesions resi.dts  flrrn tire ablitial
of tJre ILW lx>llcr  411 um~biirit3on  wi.01
111~ Ix,1 l e r  kilMJ  SINICA~CIW~,  t.1~1 thu i
ILW bX)l ICI- will Ix3 urll,)cc:~  Ir3 9tu3



. code Date of Question Affected Deterni- Discussion
R e s p o n s e Regulation natiou

- PSI/IL
(at.)

L

PSD requirenrentx.  'llre resulting
BACF reguirermte (assuning the ru3
boiler is sSject to PSD) would only
lx2 applicable to that pollutant(s)
for which there is an $crea~.

8) CanJSPArequixeDACfon
a new facility being am-
structxxlatanold  source?

C) CanwereqdreB?Cf
for a new facility at an
existing moe if old
facilities am closed &wn
and the clof3urea nom than
oorqensati forthenew
facility's emissiotls?

Yes B) Provided thattkreia a net
increase of that pollutant at the
souroe due to the nPdif4catlon and
the eXh3tiISJ f3ollroe or new facility
ia oru3 of the PSD 19.
C) W cant-d subject a 6ourOe IIKXU-
ficatiou to PSD if there ie 1y3 net
increase of the apI?licable pollutant
fKomthe6our~.

D) Canwerequl.reNSPStype
limitf3 thmugh thaPsDprografm
on boilere (not located at
a steam elqtxic plant) mailer
than 250x10 DTU/hr? Further,
canwerequirelMCPonanr
biuatiou boilera at Kraft Pulp.
MillIEi.

Yes

-_

-_

E) Justhowfarcanaeource
gotowaKdanatn.lct~without
our appmval?  !Ihree have contacted'
WA Wanting to pour fQ&iIMJY  and
begin mrk while waitiug for am-
pletlon of the review.

PSDdoes mtallow the fmuroe to Ihgiu any on-site mnstruction  prior,
to obtainiry preooustructiou ap- i
pmval. Itiuriug footings appear8
to be ari obvious infraction of this
rcrP11  renrmt.



_.
.._ AlWiOUCJll  th2 ACjiZilCy’S  St&l:  hd.CJht -_

incretise guideline published in the’

i;;crer.wHzs,  this guidelire asplies -- ’
ill

. c
e unnl.rorm  .manner  , reGardless o f  ’

>;tlcttiCr tk @!WX  or the tl’Xl inczc- ’
mats  are involved. Wllere PSD is ”
concar-rrd,  only stack height in-
crcascs o~lq>l.eted  after l/1./75,  are . ’
a potential issue. since the PSD in- ‘I:

crcmonts  apply only to the air -
quality’ ch2ng~s  occwrir;J  aftar thi: .
&i-d. L;5r s reck hzigh t ir,cr~~ses
begun prior to 2/8/74,  unless the
sonrw ha: fir.st apDI.ied  !CCF, cre-  1.
dit may nor be given for increases - I

kyorul  tam and One-half tiJJE.S the - :
height of the facility se.r&zed  by 1’
the stack. For stack height in- :
creases begun af t;cr 2/8/74,  sources
rrtust  first apply E%CT before any n
credi.t  may be taken for tha air ’
qua1  ity impact brOught ahuut by g Ie

ED/23 12/23/76

\,“. \
:h

‘, \ ‘. *\‘. *. \
\
\

‘-.

Is fuel. switching sS-
ject In PSD review?

._

52.21

j ncrease. - .--
l

Ccndi- The illtent of the ED rcgul.ation is i
tiOM1 to exclude the impact oE fuel- ‘:!

switching in determining -source -*.
applicability iUK3 to exclude BACT “’

. . r(~ptirenrnts  on fuel swi tcheri except  :
~1~a-e  tlic switch is an jntcgral  pi.31
of the plant action to exlhlnd  its
p-oduction  . 1$.1~31  switch inrJ, howew). !”
c;~n affect the abi IiCy for other ’ *:
dkm~cs  prop3sd nm or iI1 tlw fu- (
turc for 1:ho ~ianr  somx L-0 receiw  1’
l’!;n appl%wl. AJly  Jx?t i IICL‘C3SC ill f ‘,
:;02 01: t’tiZ r-WlJltilNJ  ck-OH\  tllc? f u e l

I



Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussioli
. Reqponse .Regulation nation

Pm/23 swltd~mustbeapplied  towards thu
(amt.) applicable PSD incremmt(a), when

amui&ring the next applicant
aubjeGt t-0 PSD.

PSD/24 l/18/77 10 a gray iron fowlry 52.21(d) . No Agrayiron  four&y  if3 r0ttBbe
subject to PSD? mnsideredasoneof thenineteen  1

Bource  categorim  subject  to i

52.21(d) (i.e., it it3 rot an iron
andsteelmillmran integral. part ,
0E one).

PSD/25 2/25/77 Do thePSDregulatione 52.21(d)(l) t& A 6ouroe of either SC or PMwhich
apply b3a murcn3,mt wwldcause theincre&ntmbe I
lieted in 52,21(d)(l), if exmededcannotbe&3ppedur~%~r  -
suchmur~wuuldviolate PSDifitiemtoneof  thestated
aPSDincremnt? 19 cabgoriee.

PSD/26 B/9/77 Jf a tmuror3 if3 plan&q 52.21 YeS Ebryeou.roeincludedin  thenine- i
tXJlocateinaua.reathat _teenlistedmstundergo~iewti
has Lleen  desipted a8 assure that an air guality increnent
pervasively exceeding will not be violated in a locatim
NA7QS,nustthatmurce outside that area designated ae -
unchyo PSD review? pervasively emeeding NAA@ .

PSD/27 4/1;77 I~asmraethatr&o& 52.21(d)
structaitl3equipnent
tosmhanexlentf3oas
t.osatiefythereonu-
struction criteria in
Part 60, but which &ea
rmt increaee ite emistiione
subject to PSD?

Yea sin@ the source will undergo Bud\
significant reumstruction it will f
beamsideredaneweaurce.  Al-
tbugh there will be M increase in
enissionf3, the~regulations require
,thatallnew  sources apply best
avai IabLe control tedulolcqy. In
thifa  case it was tJle e&ire w)urm ;
t&id) was reamstructedl and wt just.
a specific facility within tile i
6ource.
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Code Date of Queetion Affected Determi- Discussion
Response * Regulation nation

PSD/30 7/19/77 A) Is a petroleun refin- 52.21(d) t&l
erywhi&constructsa~~~

A) Sim there ii.11 be M increase :
in emissions at the petroleum i

Fluid Catalytic Cracking . refinery, a mdificatian has not ;
lhit and a new 8,000 BPD occun&.
IIF Alkylatim Unit, but

;

cbea mt Increase ite .!
missions eubject lx3 PSD? I

f
l3) Does the addltbn of 52.21(d) Qrdi- B) me seoond Pinish Mlllwlll be !
a seamd Flnieh Ml.11 tjo tiona1 subject to PSI) if there if3 +n in-
an existing ltirtland ce- crease in emissi~s from the sta- I
nmt  plant  make that sour00

* subject to PSD?
t&nary source (the lbrtland Cement
Plant).

j
C) Is an expansion at-a 52.21(d) ckmdi- C) Sannu as (h) above. I
petroleum refinery, whidl tiona1 I

adds+a catalytic refonrrer, ;
I

a I~ydmdealkylatfon unit
an4 a lrytlt-oc~en purificatJ.m

I
i

. 1
i---. unit sweet tx) PSlU- -  - - -__- _-

LSD/31 S/24/77 Can EPA after iesu- 52.21(d)(2) Yes 'The PSD regulations in 40 CFR
ante of a PSD per-
mit require a source

52.21(d)(2) provide that an
owner may not "commence" con-

to submit information struction  unless EPA deter- ,
so that EPA can review mines, among other things,

, . the final control de- that the source will meet ,
vice in order to veri- the LIACT Emission limit.
fy the emieaion limit

II stated in the appli- I
cation, and upon review, I

disapprove the appli- I
cation if EPA determines f

. . the selected control
device to be inadequate? i

PSD/33 g/9/77 ISEUL existing boiler 52.21(d) , Since this facility is not
(300 MM BTU/hr) which a part of a steam electric I
is modified to burn plant of more than 1000 MN
waste wood subject to 'BTU/h&- heat input, it is not ’
PSD? subject to PSD. .h

I ..“__.l..” _**e”*w*w



Code D a t e  o f Q u e s t i o n A f f e c t e d Determi- .Discussion
- Response Regulation nation

PSD/36 11/2/77 Ie a &nent plentwhicha 52.21(d) Yee
ceases operation in

PSD regulations require that ’

1972 and reopen6 in 1977
all new sources and modifica-

as a lime plant eubject
tions occurring since the.

to PSD?
barreline year of 1974 be re-
viewed for consistency with
PSD. Since. this facility
wa8 not in operation in 1974,
its baseline muat be con-
sidered to 1~9 zero and its
re-opening reviewed to satie- .
fy the PSD requiremente.

PSD/37 11/9/7? Can PSD approvals --- Nd
for new sources

Since the purpose of PSD and

ueing FGD Byeteme
SIP requlations  is to attain

’
be conditioned to

and maintain air quality,

require a contin-
applicable emiesion limita-

gency plan for
tione muat be complied with
at all times. Therefore it

periode of FGD
ymalfunction?

would not be appropriate to
include iu a PSD permit, a
epecific exemption from the :
requirementg during malfunc- I

. tion of the FGD tiystem.
. . Rather, a notice of violation

(NOV) should be issued and i
the source all.owcd au ol~por-
tuntty to prove the viola-
tion WLIY  u1hvoiclab1~?. Iiaecd

oh the circumstances under
which the excese emiesione
occurred and on any good

PSD/37 (CONTINUED)

faith effort by the source, ’

. the Region will decide
whether or not further act-
ion by EPA i

PSD/39 l/27/78 A 1y3w boiler is installed S52.2l(d). Ye8
i

tnpmvide a.supplerren-
If axWtruction of the rEw boll&X :

tary eteam srwly for ti
~IRIMWXXI after June 1, 1975, it .i

elcistingboilers. Is the
will be considered a rrPdification  !
of the existing steam electric I

new boiler subject  to PSD
requkements?

plant and wl3.J be subject ~XJ PSD
requirarrcnti.Should  U-rc boiler fail'
to obtain a ESD permit prior to i
Mat-d, 1, 1978, and/or fall to (an- ;
1wnc43 physical on-site oonstructlon'
prior to De433k 1, 1978, it will I

lx3 subject to tlti I~W PSD regula- i._



code Date o$ * Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Response Regulatioo nation

PSD/Il 2/U/78 Is a fossil-fuel steam
generator (?lOOO FM
mJ/holu:h?atirtput)

subject to thePSD
regulatins for "fossil-
fuelfiredsteamelec-
trio plants" if only 20-

-. 25%of thestearngenerated
is ultllnatsly  used t0 pro-
duce electric m?

S52.2l(d) Yes Suds a source is'subject to the !
12/5/74 PSD regulations as a 1000
t&4 B'lU/hour heat input fossil-fuel

i
1

fired steam electric plant. If the 1
plant falls b both obtain all final
SIP preconstruction permits prbr .
to Mardi 1, 1978, and commence I*
physical on-site ooX~ct:ion prlar
1-O 9 months after the date of pm-

;
i

nlulgation of the final ~egulatlcns,  i
it will be eubjcct tx3 the 1x3 PSD i
regulations ptqmsed 11/3/77. I

Cocle Date o$ Queetion Affected Determi- D i s c u s s i o n  .

Rerjponse Regulation natioc
1

-PSQ/42 3/l/78 Is the replamltof a s52.2l(d!
few facblities within a
souroawhlchcausesa
netdecreaseinemissbxxi
frncnthe sour~as awhole,
subject to PSD requixebbbMx33

t&l Uder lb 12/5/74 PSD regulations, a;
nndhfl~ti~ is subject to review ;
only if a net irw=rease in emlssfons i
results. An exoeption occurswhen I

eru3bqh of a statiunary sour08 is I
replad sWh that it UMEititutes a
reoonstructim  ald is, therefore,

i

equivalent to a nH source. llle
,

criteria fordetermininy whether a 1
reconstnu=tim  has taken plam are
established in 40 CX?R 60.15. I

Ulder the new PSD regulations pm iposed tbvenber 3, 1977, the emisai~
resultiw from a "major nwllfication~
will be subject tro BACV. reviw even i
thou@ a n0t inCrease in emissions
from the entire bource d0es rrot
occur. In suds ases, an a&dent I

air piity review wLl1 gerlerally
i

mtberequired. i



.

Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
- Response . Regulation nation

PsD/44 3/23/78 IS a ~~~FluidCatalytic
(4ackirugDnft (Pocu) whidl
replaces a lb-for
catalyticcrackingVnLt
(TEU) atapetroleuu
refinery, oonsidered
aneworanrxlified
source? An&decrease
in emiseiclle will reeult.

52.21(d) t4xlifkxI For purpxee of PSD a *so&e" is
thcentirestationa~sor~r~locat;ed
at a given site. In this case the
sour- is the petroleun refinery and
the WXlJ is a facility within that
source. Since there will be no net
increase in emissiorr3,the addition
of the KCU WI.11 not be subject to
PSD review under the 12/5/74 regu-
lations. Ibkfcver, under the new
regulations proposed 11/3/77, it 1
will be subject to BACl! unless it
both 1) obtdJx3 all final SIP pre-
constructkn permit3 prior to 3/l/78
and 2) begins @ysical on-site eon-
etruztial prior to 9 n0nths after
the date of pramrlgation  of the
final regulations. Air guality :
reviews will generally not be re-
quired.

PSD/45 3/30/70 DoesPSDapptytoa @2.21(b) 'Yes Dnder thenewPSDregulati.onsprP-  ,
replaaxmnt ooJce oven posed 11/3/77, a Tnajor audifica-'  ':
batterythatis servioed tion" will be subject to EWX! review'
by an existing by-pro- if itwill have potential emissions ,
ducts plant, when a net of 100 tons or nnre per year, re- .:
increase in SO

3
emissiaIs gardless of any net decrease in ;

will Wtzoccur emissions whidb might result fran
repl.acerrrent  or elimination of any 1
exhting facilities. I

I



._.. . . --.
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COd$ Date of Question Affected De termf- Discussforb  ’

R’esponse Regulation nation

ED/46 3/30/X Jbw do the PSD regulaticns SS2.21(j) - - The latest draft of the P&D re-
apply to asphaht plants gulations (3/21/78)  lhit pre-

I - wlhid\ are continually constnbion  revhJ f o r  tkq10rax-y
relocating? Bources  with 250 torbe/yr. pan+

tial emiseions  to JUUX and p~hlic
participaticn. For suds scucces,

,
” . : WA will at-t to ex@ite ttltr ,

public  participation prooess, if
1

i
possible, limiting it to 4s days. !
Please note this is only a draft
of the final regulation ard
reliance on it shDuLd  be

I
mMndzed;

.
1

,



!

Date of ’ Affected D a t e r m l -
Zode Response Queetion Regulation nation Discussion

8D/47 4/5/78 a) Should emissions 52.21' Yea The PSD permit should contain
. from.ehips eervicing requirements for controlling :

a petroleum refinery emisaions from the ships en I
1 . be considered in route to and from the refinery

determining the impaot I
of the refinery for

or the applicable SIP should be
required to be revised to re- ’

PSD purposes? : strict emiseiorefrom the ships. I

b) What type of en-
forceable requirements
could be used to limit
the shipaJemieaions
while entering and
leaving the port?

-

.

Requirements which could be
used to limit emissions from
the shipa include emisaion
limitations, and operating .and
design criteria such aa sulfur
in fuel.reatrictiona,speed
restrictions which may effec-
tively limit fuel consumption,
and any other requirement which
could effectively limit the
emission3 in conformance with
the PSD regulations.

cl Under the terme No The fact that a particular
: of &he CAAA can source is owned by a foreign
foreign flag ehips atate does not exempt its emis-

. be exempted by a sions from PSD review if the
Governor's recueat as source is located within the
a source outside the U.S.?' territorial U.S.

SD/45 4/10/70 a) If a source shut down Dased on the latest draft of
voluntarily two years the PSD amendmenta, the source

. ago and now wiehes would not be subject to PSD aa
‘. to reopen, will it be long a3 1) the allowable emie-
subject to PSD review? sion level as of the date of

. .. shut down does not increase
upon reopening, 2) the source
was actively maintained in the
State emissions inventory.



f

Zode
.

Uueetion
Af feoted Deternrl-

Negula tion nation

0

Discussion

*sb/re
Icont) ’

. -

Update - (Sept. 6, 1978) i
A source which shuts down would, ;
upon reopening, be considered ;
a new source if the shutdown I
ie preeurrred to have been perma- I
nent. Whether a shutdown was
perrnanent depend& on the in-
tention of the owner or operator’
at the time of the shutdown I

as determined by the surrounding

I
I

facts and circumstances includ-
ing the cause of the shutdown
and the handling of the ehut-
down by the State. A shutdown
lasting more than two years
or resulting in removal of the
source from the emlesions  in-
ventory will be presumed to be
permanent. The source may
rebut thla presumption.

.

b) A Portland cement
plant reoonetructe
one kiln and shuts
down another. The net
result of these modlfi-
cations is a decrease
in emieelons. Ie the

. rebui l t  k i ln  subject to
PSD review?

- -_ -..

_ ---  -I-  --

According to the latest draft
of the PSD regulations (a8 of
4/10/78), a modi f ica tion which
reeulta in a net emisslone
decrease muat apply BACT but
will not be subject to an air
quality review ‘as long a8 air
quality is not caused to
deteriorate .

U&ate- - - The regulation8 promul-
gated 6/19/78  provide that
modifications resulting in net
elniveions  decrease8 are exempt
from air quality review. ,-In
addition, a facility which 15

modified but not reconstructed.
will  not be eubject Co l?ACT
review Ilf a net decrease in
cm1  WY lWl9 refs~lltti. Note that I '

- +hrg f!%cr e)c+'@Lfij'_  d_Q$f@ V@+
apply to reconstructed or _

0
replacement facilities. I

I
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Date of
Code Response Question

Affected Determi-
Regulation nation Discussion_

PSD/SO 4124/70 Did 'the PSD regula- S52.21 No
tions promu1gated

The PSD regulations were not

12/5/74 apply to a
intended to cover temporary

proposed coal lique-
emiasione although this source
would fall into the category

faction pilot plant
which would'be in

"fuel conversion plant". An
enforceable requirement that

operation for about would ensure operation of the
. 21/2 yeare? plant ia temporary should be

included as a requirement of the
State operating permit or an
amendment to the State conetruc-
tion permit, if possible.  If
the source operates longer than
two years or expands operatiope,

?*. ~ it may become subject to PSD
review.

PSD/51 5/l/78 Does the Clean Air S52.21 Yee New geothermal power plant8
Act a8 amended 8/77 are subject to.PSD review

. require PSD review if they have the potential to
. of hydrogen sulfide emit 100 tone or more/year of
emiesione Prom'new hydrogeu aulfide or any other
geothermal power po1lutant regulated under the
slants? Clean Air Act.

PSD/52 6/l/78 a) When a new source s52.21
incorporates one or
more existing faciliw
ties, ehould the

. emiaaion from those
facilitiee be con-
sidere(t when calculat-
ing potential rL& --.
emiaaions?

No If the edeeione from the
exieting facilities were allowed
aa of August 7, 1977, under the
applicable SIP they will'not
conetitute new emileeion from
that cite. Therefore, they
should not ba.included when
caloulating  potential new
enriseione.



c

Date of
Code J@sponse

Affected
Question

Determi-
_ Regulation nation Discussion

PSD/52
(cont.) * ’

b) If existing facili~ s52.21
ties are moved to a new
location to be incor-
porated as part of a
new source, should
emissiorsfrom  those
facilitiee be con-
sldered when calcula- . .

n ting potential emission8
of the new source?

.

0) If a company s52.21
incorporates an
exieting boiler
into a new source
(same location) .
what will be the PSD
implication?

d) If a new topping S52.21
plant is added to an
existing petroleum
storage plant,. does
this oonetitute a
petrqletim refinbry,
a modified petroleun
storage plant, or s&me
combination of the two?

Yes Existing facilities which are
moved to a new location, even
within the same air&led will
be considered new faciliti.es
at the new site. Emissions
from these facilities should
be considered when calculating
the potential emissions from
the new source into which they
are incorporated.

Emissions from the boiler will
not be considered when calcula-
ting the potential emiseions
from the new source. If the
boiler emissions increase above
the baseline level (actual emis-
sione as of O/7/77, increment
will be consumed. If boiler
emissions increase by 100/250
tons/yr. above the baseline
level, a "major modification*
will have taken place and PSD
review will be required.

The draft PSD regulations define
source as "any structure, build-
ing, facility, equipment, in-
stallation or operation ( or
combination thereof) which is
located on ono or more contig-
uous or adjacent properties and
which ie owned by the aume
person (or by pereons under
common control). The etorage
plant with aseociated tol)ping
plant should be viewed as a
eing1.e source, a ~~ctroleuin
refinery.



a Date er
Code

Affected
Rasponse Question

Detcrmi-
Regulation nation. . Discussion

PSD/52
(cont.) * * e) Could an Administra- S52.21

tive Consent Order
Such an Order may eerve ai a

’issued to resolve a
PSD permit if it ie clearly
labeled as such and if it meets

violation by a source
for commencZng  conetruc-  ’

all applicable procedural
requirements.

I - tion without a PSD permit ’
1 serve as a substitute for

a PSD permit? : . . . .

PSD/53 6/12/78 a) What ia the potential S52.21 The lateet draft of the PSD
emiseion cutoff for de-

j

termining applicability :
regulation8 defines sources
as

of the PSD requlatione
*any structure building,

facility, equipment, in- !,
to new coal-fired boilers stallation or operation (or
installed at an existing combination thereof) which is !
textile mill? I located on one or more contig- j

uous or adjacent properties
and which is owned by the same

i
’

person (or by persons under
common control). The source

. . r category in this case is a i

. *‘. textile mill and construction
#.. *. b of two new boilers constitutes 1

. a modification of that source.
. The boilers are subject to PSD

review if potential emiesiono ’
. are

?iY-
250 tons/year of any

part cular pollutant regulated i
under the Clean Air Act.

PSD/55 6/28/78 A steel mill plans tt, S52.21 No Since no net increase in emie-
modify some of its sione would occur from the
coke batteries euch
that'a net decreaee .

source (steel mill) the modifi-
cations would not have been

in emissions from the
mill will occur.. If

subject to the old PSD regula-

the owner/operator
tions promulgated 12/5/74.

1) obtained a BIP
According to S52.21 (i)(3) of

permit prior 4% 3/l/78
the regulatione promulgated

and (2) commences
6/19/78, a source which was not
eubject to the.old regulations

construction prior
to 3/19/79, will the : *

will be exempt from the new PSD

modificatidn be eub-
requirements, If (1) all

.
ject to PSD review?

required SIP permits are obtaine
* before 3/l/78 and (2) conetruc-

. tion is commenced prior to
3/19/79.



.

I

code Date of Quel3tion Affected Determi- Discussion
- Response Regulation nation

&D/57 7/5/70 Hantua Terminals 52.21, MO Under PSD a'permit wa8
operatee a large iseued Covering Mahtua'a
petrochemical ter- new refinery and aeao-
nrinal., where VCH ia ciated storage and trane-
unloaded .from barges fer facilities. The only
using a etandard en- modification since the
closed vapor return issuance of the permit
ayetern. Mantua pro- would be the loading of
poeee to then load gasoline into vinyl
the empty VCH barges wfth chloride vapor-containing
gasoline, yielding barges. The potential
a potential VCH increase in erniaaion
emisefon of 89 amounte to lese than I
tons/year. Do the 100 tons/year, and ie not I
PSD regulation6 apply now eubject to PSD pre- .
to this situation? conetruction  review.

4

SD/61 7/28/70 I (a) When ie a eource L21, The offeet policy affeats ’
(In this case 51.18 sources constructing in a
Alabama By-Producta
Corp.) required to

or impacting non-attain- :
. ment areas, and PSD

undergo review for governe attainment areas. I
both offsets and PSD? Since Alabama Dy-Products I

’ Corp. (AK) impacts an ;
area in'attainment  for I

.w S O 2  and.non-attainment :
for particulate matter, 1
AK coke*battery  14 must .I
undergo both a PSD review

: for SO2 and an offset8
review for particulates.  .’



.

cohc . Date of,
. Responee  .

Question  . Affected Determi- &c&sion *

Regulation nation

PSD/62 e/10/70 (a) With respect to
40 CPR 52.21 (b) (17)
Reconetruction, what
will oonetitute faci:
lity and bource with
respect to charcopl
kilne?

(b) In determining
whether a charcoal
kiln hae been re-
constructed, should
the fixed capital
cost of tha new
components be compared
with the fixed capital
coat of an entire new
charcoal production
plant?

(c) .If five charcoal
kilns, eaoh with
the potential to emit
25 tons/year of a
pollutant, are,recon-
etructed at a plant,
are these reconstructed
kilns subject to PSD

,review? (For each .klJn,
the Pixed capital cost
oP the new components
exceeds 5c)li of the coet
of .a new kiln.)

52.21 .

. ‘6

The entire charcoal plant,'
including all structures, ,

: buildings and facilities
located at the site, will
be considered a source. ’
Each individual kiln ia ;
coneidered a facility. 1

. .,

. -1

In determining whether a
facility (e.g. kiln) is 1
reconstructed, the fixed I
capital coat of the new ’
components of the facility
should be'compared to the
fixed capital cost of a
new facility (kiln). I

. Yea . . The reconetructed kilns
are coneidered to be new
facilitiee at the char-
coal plant and the addi*' ;
tion (reconstruction) of
the five new ki Ins con- ’
stitutes a major modifi- i
cation of the stationary i
source (pptentlal new
-emissions of 125 tons/yr).i



. -
CO&J Date ok Question Affected Detkni- Discussion

Response Regulation nation

PSD/62 (d) .Are reconstrucv  .

i -
( c o n t . ) tlon coats to be

cumulative? That is,'
when the cumulative .
cost of reconstruction . .
commenced since the
effeotive date of the
PSD regulation0 16
greater than 5OI of
the fixed capital coat ..
of the source, does
reconetruction become
subject to PSD?

.

(e) 'Is a replacement
facility with potential )' a

. emieeione of loo/250
tons or mqre per year "
eubject to PSD review,
if a net reductfolr in
emieeione occur8 plant- ’
wide?

Yes _. When the fixed coot of
new compone'nts for a
facility or source
accumulate 'to more than
500 of the fixed cost of
a new facility or souroe,
a reconstruction. under
PSD has occurred.

Reconstruction COtrts Wili
begin accumulating on the
efEective date of the PSD
regulationa or the date
of the last PSD permit
iesued for the conetruc-
tion or reconstruction
whichever time is more
recent, . ’.

Yes A replacemenf facility
with potential emiseione
of.100/250 tons or more
per year ie subject to
@SD review, regardless
of whether a.net yeduc-
tion in emieeiorewiL1
occur I>l.ant wide.
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CO&! Date O$ Quertlon Affected Dotermi- Discusdibn  .

RcapOnSe Regulation nation
I

L'SD/64 e/1e/7e (a) Are addltionql  . 52.21 N o
. permits required

when asphalt batch
plants relocate? .

.
. .

The regulations ailow for i
a onettime :permit for i
aephalt.batch plants
without requiring addi- 1

tional permits for I
rel.ocatione a8 long a8 i
for each relocation,

!

i, emiaeione from the
faoility would not

. i

excked allowable
;0

.emieeione, i
.

ii. emissions from the
facility would impaot'
'no Clase I area and

,.

. .I
. iii.

I
PSD/64

. _ (cont.) . .

(b) What doee the PSD
review coneiet of, for
eourcea with allowable
emiaeione lee8 than the
cutoffa of 50 tons
per year, 1000 pounda
per: day,. or 100 pound8
per hour? I

no ar.ea where an ’ ’ .
applicable increment
ia known to be * :
viola ted, and -4

Inotice of the reloca-  1
tion fe provided to !
the Administrator at ‘;
loaat 30 days in
advance. .I

The revlew would contiitlt
of a determination that

i. the em’ienione from the
. .aource would not'
adversely impact area6
with knowu violations
of the appl.lcabIe PSD
increment or any

I

Claots 1 area,

.

.

_

. ii..a valid :atate new
source review permit

. had been obtained, crnd

iii. there was adequate
opportunity for public
comment on the pro-
poeed new source.. .



a ilato ok Queetion Affected Determi- Dfscusslpn
Cd c

. Response Regulation nation
. .

PSD/6B 9/29/7B (a) Under what SZ.il(N ., Where a facility within
circumstance5 may a source ia'reconetructed  1
a BACT exemption or replaced or where a
be granted to a facility ie‘added, the ,
modification at UACT exemption in 52.21
the source? (J)(4) is not available, ’

regardless of any
. accompanying emieeione I
decrease. The only ”
instance in'which the I
exemption appliee if3
where an existing faci-'
lity ie modified and the
modification doea not'
constitute a reconetruc- 1
tion.

(b) Which PSD
requirements apply
to temporary

. asphalt batching
planta that apply
BACT LIB a state
requirement?

. .

The aephalt batching
plants would initially
be required. to obtain a
PSD permit, eince state
requirements for DACT

does not exempt a source
from.the requirements .to
obtain a PSD permit.
The temporary batching
plant need only undergo
PSI, review once a8 long
ae the conditions etated

.
in reaponai PSD/64
are met,

RIP/69 g/29/78 Would modiflcaticine 52.21 No
whi'ch were indivi-

St]& .modiffcatione c0n-r'~
trjbute to the PSD
baseline air quality; at3, dually lee8 thqn 100

tons per year potential.emiB-" olq~ot3etl to conemlng
Blons and which were made to increment. Any modifd-

cation which would bc



.

Code D a t e  o$ Queetion Afffected Determi-. Discussion !
, Response . Regulation nation I -

I -
I

!- PSb/69 a major 8ource
between l/6/75 and

individually, a major
(cont.  1

1

O/7/77, $umulatively
modificatidn, consumeq ,
increment if the

count against the ‘.
.

modificetidn  occurred
PSD increment? after l/6/75.

:
I

SD/7fJ

SD/71

10/3;7e Would replacing an 52..21 (b)(2) (1) No ’ . Routine replacement i
old heater with a mean8 the routine
new heater at a replacement of part's,
petrochemical plant within the'llmitatfone

. i

be considered a of reconstruction, and i

routine replacement would not include the i
. and, therefore, replacement of an entire i

exempt.from PSD review .*
according to Section . *

facility (i.e., an old

52.2&(b) (2)(i) 3
heater, at a petrochemi-
cal plant, which has
ended ite normal useful
life.)

.

10/1/78 Under Bection 52.21 .5i,Zl(i) (5)
(I)(5) what sources

An exemption fe provided
from PSD review to

are exempt from . .I . sources which are subt
PSD review? ject to the emission

offset ruling and would
f

,impact no area attaining
. the NAAOS. The non- 1

attainment requirements I

would impose emission I
. limitat.ions  reflecting i

the lowest 'achievable
.._ ._ emission rate (LAEN), 1

. . whi'ch iu more stringent
than DACT. Sources

I whjch would .Ilqk3cl: clean
air areas are not exemped'
from PSI) review require-
ments. Any major modI-
flcation with potential

i



&do Date of ()uestion Affeoted Datermi- Discussioir

.IQ?sponse Regulation nation
'.

PSD/71
(cont.)

.

emiseione  z 100/250
tons/year 3lrich would
impact a clean area,
reqardleee'of any
accompanying emisaione'

’ reduction at the source,
requiresPSD review. A
tlource subject to the
offset policy as well
as PSD, which doee not
reeult in a net
emieeions jncrease and

which applies LAM,
need satisfy only the
public participation
requirement8  to obtain
a PSD permit.

. .. .

PSD/72 10/5/70 See PSD/62 for identical question and response . *
‘. **

.

FI - -- - *-.. r= ^ _-..,__  (_lo/lo/  II5

I I

L

or 4 cIUua- au propos&. 52.21

ing conetruction of a
facility which requires
a PSD permit and the
facility is to be
built end/or housed in
a building with a
related but independent
facility which doee not
require a PSD permit,
what portion of the
building can legally be
constructed prior to
issuance of the PSD permit7

.

s  _I__._&...wP ._,hi ch 1 R (IO

.

A ~~;LUG;r”Lr;  “..*Y.. -_ --

houee independent
facilities, Borne of *

which are eubject to
PSD and Borne of which
are not, may be con-
structed before a PSD
permit ie 'issued only
if the building ie a

,

necessary part of the !

PSD- exempt project i

nnd'i'f it is in no way :
Imodified to specifi- .

’ca lly accornmoda  ta the
PSI) - affected I
fncilitice. 'PhC MATCP !

I



.

Code Date of Question Acfected Determi- Qikussibn

f. ,.Rcsponse Regulation nation

PSD/73
(cont.)

. .

pL;Oject involve5 t'he .
conetructiqn of steam
boilers, exempt from
PSD requirements, and
diesel engines, subject
to the PSD requirements.
The boilers and engines
are to be housed in the
same building. MATEP . .
may begin oonetruction
on the building before
the PSD permit is issued
as.long as the drains,
piping, footing5 for
the diesel and any other
installation neceesary
to accqnopate the
diesels are not installed
until the permit is
iseued. ’

PSD/74 10/26/78 15 it appropriate
to ieeue a PSD
permit to a eteam
9enerator condi-
tioned such that
BACT for the con-
trol of NO,
emissions would be
specified juet prior
to the commencement
of.construction
rather than at the
time of permit .
ieouance?

52': 21 C o n d i -  ’ There are two alterna-
t i o n a l tivee available for

addreseing BACT in thie
caee.
(1) If the source agrees,
a PSD permit may be
Lpisued without specifying
IJACT. The *permit would
contain a provision
allnwing EPA to specify
UAW prior to commence-
slant of construction of

! I Llre source. ‘l’he source
muut agree, erinct? tire



CO& Date ok Question Aifected Determi- Discusiibn
z ,.I+csponse Regulation n a t i o n

i _
PSD/74 It is expected that PSD regulations c&n-
(cont.) teclinology emerging

within the next few
tempate requiring
DACT which is current

months will result
in far more effective
NO, control.

I
. 0

.

at the time. the permit
3Xlesuea.--

(2) If the Bource does
not agree to a condi-
tional permit, currently.
available BACT must be
specified at the time
the permit is issued.
That BACT determination
cannot be revised to
reflect new teohnology
a8 long ae the permit
remains .valid.

Please note. that in the
case of phased construc-
tion projects, the
Administrator does
intend to condition ’
permits such that DACT
for later construction
phases may be reaeeeeked
if necessary: With
phased construction

projects there is often
a long .tijna span
between issuance of the
permit and construction
of later phaaue. See
43 FR 26396, June 19,
197a.

.
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Ref. Q u e s t  i o n
Affected
Regs Determ. Discussion

PSD/75
10/31/78
.

On August 18, 1978, the
Pittston Co. received a
PSD permit to construct a
refinery and marine ter-
minal. Would EPA agree
that Pittston need com-
mence construction no
earlier than 18 months
from permit issuance,
that is, no earlier than
Feb. 18, 19801

52.21(i)(4) N o Sections 52.21(i)(2)(4),  when
read together, require a per-
mittee under 52.21(i)(4) to
commence construction  within
the same amount of time that
would be the case for a person
issued the permit just before
March 1, i.e., within one year
and 18 dagrom permit
iseuance. In the case of
Pittston, construction muet
commence on or before
September 5, 1999.

PSD/76
11/15/78

a) Does a major source
which (1) has allowable
emission6 equal to or
greater than 100 tons/
yearn and  i s  the re fo re
subject to the Emission
Offset Ruling (44 FR
3274), and (2) would
impact no clean areas
require PSD review?

b) Doe; SS2.21(i)($)
exempt a source which,
with respect to a
particular pollutant,
would affect only dlrty
areas but,would not be
subject to the Offset
Policy because its
allowable emissions were
less than 100 tons/year?

52.21 Cond. Such a source need not obtain
a PSD permit if it has demon- I
strated that no clean area will
be impacted and if the deter-
mination of no clean area
impact has been subject to
pub1 ic review in accordance
with 52.21(r).

52.21(i)(S) N o Section 52.21(i)(5)  exempts
only sources which are subject
to the more stringent require-
ments of the Interpretative

now appl ice to 6ourccs w i th
potential emissions  of 100 tons
or more per year. It is no
longer possible for a source to
have an eslssion level which is
alcove  the i’SI)  Cutot‘f  hJt h2lOw
tile JR cutoffl.



,

.

I Question
Affected
Regs De term.

PSD 76
(cont. 1

c) Would a source which has 52.21(l) No
allowable emissions less
than 100 tons per year and
which impacts a dirty air
area, be required to
“offset” its impact on
the dirty area?

d) When a source is subject
to both the offset policy
and the PSD requirements
with respect to a particu-
lar pollutant, must  ,the
source obtain a new
source review permit
before a PSD permit can
be issued?

Yes

Discuss ion

The Interpretative Ruling
require8 offsets only for
sources with allowable emis-
sions of 7 100 tons per year.
It considers the impact of
smaller sources on nonattain-
ment areas to be insignificant.
To require offsets for smaller
sources for PSD purposes would
be in effect to amend the In-
terpretative Ruling which we
clearly did not intend.

=F=-
The Interpretative

Rul ng was amended l/16/79 and
now requires offset for sources
with potential emissions of 100
tons or more per year and
allowable emissions of more
than 50 tons per year. An
effect of the amendment is that
this quest ion can no longer
ar ise .

Such a permit is necessary in
order to demonstrate, for PSD,
purposes, that the source meets
all applicable legal require-
ments relating to the non-
attainment area or areas it
would affect.



i
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Ref. Question
Affected
Reqe. Determ. Discussion

PSD/77
11/22/78

Would EPA apply the new 52.21(i)(3)
regulations of 6/19/70
to a modification which
was not subject to the old
regulationst began con-
struction prior to 11/77t
and failed to obtain its
state permit by 3/l/70?

Yes EPA intended that a nodification
escaping the old regulation8 could
escape the new ones only if, among
other things, it had received any
permit the SIP required by 3/l/78.
The SIP permit requirement cannot
be waived, even for a modification
on which construction began before
11/77.

PSD/78
11/29/78

a) Must any asphalt hot-
mix plant meeting the
requirements of the' SIP'
L NSPS, and not impacting
on a Class I or an area
where a known violation of
an applicable increment
exists, undergo a’ full
PSD review?

b) What is considered to
be a "safe" distance from
a Class I area?

52.21(k)&(j) Condi- A hot-mix asphalt plant is subject
tional to full PSD review unless an exemp-

tion from BACT review and/or the
air quelity impact review require-
ments is obtained under #52.21(j)
(4j, or,§52.2l(k)(l).

EPA does not have a policy of
establishing specific "safe" dis-
tances. Sources can estimate their
emiseione impact by the desk-top
calculations shown in Guidelines
for Air Oualitv  Maintenance

I

PI annI ni
Ti&;i;cd  j-.-----
ICvil 1 II a(lin
NcwStati-_---_
4-77-001

and
I

Analyses,  Volum- -
Procedures for
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Re’r . Quest ion_ -

Affected
Rege Determ. Dlscuss  ion .

PSD/‘I 8
(cont. 1

cl Is a PSD review
required of a source
that impacts a non-
attainment a8 well a8
an attainment area?

See PSD/76

d) Is the applicatidn
of LAER or BACT required
under any circumstances
and in any designated area?

BACT applies to all 100/250, ton
(potential emissions) sources
(including asphalt plants) with
allowable emission levels greater
than 50 tons/year, 1,000 lba./day
or 100 lbs./hour. An exemption
from this requirement ia available
where a facility ia revamped and
no net increase in emit3s  ion6
would occur from the source.

The Interpretative Ruling applies
LAER to sources with potential
emission8 of 100 tons or more per
year and allowable emissions of 50
tons or more per year. (as of
l/16/79)

e) What is the defini-
tion of a known viola-
tion of an applicable
increment?

52.21(c) A violation of an ambient air
qua1 1 ty increment occurs when the
increase in pollutant concentra-
tion over the baseline level
exceeds the inizrement  allowed under
52.21(c). Baseline is defined in
52.21(b)(ll) and reflects actual
air quality as of R/7/77. Al lowa-
ble emissions of major sources
permitted since l/6/75 and minor
sources constructed after U/7/77
consume increment .



Ref. Question
Affected
Reqs Determ. Discuesion

MD/78
(can't)

f) How are emissions for
a hot-mix asphalt plant
calculated?

Annual potential emissions are
based on the maximum annual rated
capacity of the plant, unless the
plant is subject to enforceable
permit conditions limiting the
annual hours of operation.

9) *Is it necessary that
a State permit for a 50-
ton source be granted
before a PSD application' ‘*
can be submitted?

h) Which pollutants are
covered by PSD and non-
attainment review, and how k
are they applied?

No The reviews for State and PSD per-
mits should proceed concurrently.
A State permit must be issued
before a PSD permit only in cases
where the source is required to
obtain offsets.

Although PSD increments have been
established only for sulfur dioxide
and partfculates, the PSD regula-
tions apply to all pollutants which
are regulated under the Clean Air
Act. (Currently: S02, TSP,
DO,, CO, hydrocarbons, asbestos,
beryllium, fluorides, 112S, lead,
mercury, reduced sulfur compounds-
II S, carbonyl sulfide and carbon
d sulfide,f sulfuric acid mist,
vinyl chloride, and total reduced
sulfur-IIZS, methyl mercaptan,
dimethyl sulfide, and dimethyL
dieulfide). Regulated pllutants
other than SO2 and particulate
matter are subject to alL PSD
requirements (irkcluding PACT)
except the analyses for increment
and NAAQS impact. Ttre emission
offset policy appl4es to
t_l~e critcr~a poLlutrrntt3 TSP, S02,
Nox, CO, and hyclrocerbontl  .



Ret, Ques t ion
Affected
Regs Determ.

e i.* I .
Discue8ion

While the offeet ruling techfcally
doe8 not apply to new sources of
lead emieeions which would violate
the NAAOS for lead, such sources
will be required to abate emisefons
after construction if necessary
to attain and maintain the lead
standard.

1) .Ie, an asphalt hot-mix*
plant exempt from PSD '
review if it can prove
that potential emissions;
are lee8 than 250 tone/year?

Yee

j) Doe8 "providing an ': 52.21(r)(2)(v)  No
opportunity for a public
hearing" mean that a ,
public hearing must ,
actually be held? ’ I.

k) MU8t an asphalt hdt-'
mix plant undergo PSD ,
review every time it
relocate83

I
‘4

.If potential emiseiona  frun an
asphalt hot-mix plant are lee8 than
250 tons/year, the plant ie not
subject to PSD review.

Under 52.21(r)(2)(V),  it ie etated
that only an opportunity for a
public hearing must be provided.

Condi- According to 52.21(i)(7), a porta-
tional ble facility which ha8 received a

PSD permit meeting the requirement8
of the new regulation8 may relocate
wlthout undergoing additional PSD
review, provided the following .
condition8 are meta

1) emiseione from the facility
would not exceed allowable emieeion



.
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Ref. Question
A f f e c t e d

Regs De term. Discuss ion

PSD/78
. (cont.)

ii) emissions from the facility
would impact no Class I area and n o
area where an applicable increment
is known to be violatedt  and

Lli) Notice is given to the
Administrator at least 30 days
pr ior to such relocation ident i-
fying the proposed new locatlon and
the probable duration of operation
at such location.

PSD/79 Will consumption of the
12/11/18 applicable hSD incre-

ment result from the
i n c r e a s e d  u t i l i z a t i o n  -
of existing recovery 1
boiler capacity at an
expanded kraft pulp mill?’

The boilers are permitted ?.
(by the State) at the ”
maximum deslgn capacltyl,  . ’
The expansion involves !
installation of new
d i g e s t e r s  a n d  q u a l i f i e s
as a major modlficatlon.’

52.21 Yes The increase in emissions which
results from the increased
utilization of existing recovery
boiler capacity is not included
as part oE the base1 ine but rather,
consumes  the available PSD incre-
ment. The preamble to the PSD
reguldtlons (43 FR 26400) states
that increases in capacity utiliza-
tion, as well as increases in hours
of operation, should be included In
the baseline only if 8

1) The increased emissions were
allowed to the source as of O/7/37,
and

2) the source could reasonably
have been expected to make these
increases on 8/l/77.

I
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Ref. Question
A f f e c t e d

Regs Dcterm. Discuss ion

PSD/79
(cont. )

As a general rule, when a major
modification is necessary to bring
about an increase in hours of
operation or in capacity ut i l i za -
t i o n , it is assumed that the re-
sulting increased emissions could
not reasonably have been expected
to occur as of a/7/77. The kraEt
pulp mill has not met condition 2
above since the existing recovery
boilers can operate at full capa-
city only after a major modiEica-

‘I tion, the add it ion of new
digesters, occurs.

bGzi--I Should construction-
[12/i1/74 related emissions be

considered in
determining whether a ’
source is required to,
undergo second-tier
review?

52.21 NO Potential as well as allowable
emissions estimates for a source
should be calculated without
taking into account any emissions
which result from construction of
the source. Then, if the source
is determined to be subject to 2-
tier PSD review on the bas is of its
operating emissions, any emis-
sions resultiny from construction
of the source should be subject to
DACT. The construct ion of a
building or other structure which
is not a major stationary source or
major modification should not come
under PSD review regardless of the
magnitude of the expected emissions
from the construction project.



I
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AC feated
Ref. Question Regs De term. Discussion .

. PSD/84
3/2 6/79

a) T h e  P u b l i c  S e r v i c e
Electric 6 Gas Company
(Bergen Station) would
like to supplement the I
the use of its normal fuel
(No. 6 o i l )  with a ’
powdered refuse-derived
fuel , Eco-Fuel 11. TI) is
will be for an experll  :
mental 90 day period.
No changes will be maae
to  the ‘boiler to acccom-
modatc this Euell.  ’ D o e s
the switch to Eco-Fuel
conot itlrte a lh3lh3 jOr mod i-
f /Ci!b/Ci!b  irn?

52.21(b)(2) C o n d i - The Bergen Station ie eligible for
( i i ) ( d ) t ion al the exemption in 40 CFR (b)(2)(ii)

(d) since it could accommodate this
alternative fuel prior to l/6/75.
If , however, Bergen Station was
precluded from using this al tarna-
tive fuel by some previously
enEorceable permit cond 1 t ion, then
the switch would constitute a
mod if icat lon.



. .

Ref.

PSD/84
(cont. )

.

.
Affected .

Question 3egs De term. Discussion

b) If the Bergen Station
.

Cond i- A PSD permit would be required if
qualifies for the exemp- tional the combined potential emissions
tion, must EPA require a
PSD permit for the silo

from the silo and pneumatic
conveyor system exceed 100 tons

and pneumatic conveyor
system which will be

per year for any pollutant.

constructed to carry out
the experimental phase?

All such Lactors  will be given
consideration in any BACT analyses.
The weight accorded each factor
will be based on the relevant
facts in the case.

cl If this experimental
phase is not exempt
from. PSD requirements,

”to what extent may EPA
consider the duration,
experimental nature, an’d ;
possible energy aavinqs
of the use of Eco-Fuel in
determining DACT?

d) What types of modification
may a source make to facili-’
tata a  fue l  conversioti  a n d
yet  s t i l l  qua l i f y  f o r  the
exemption for sources “capable
of  accommodating such fuel*
prior to l/6/75?

‘I

Generally the exemption in 40 CPR
52.21(b)(2)(ii)(d) pertains only to
the boiler, steam generator, or
other process equipment which
directly utilizes the fuel or raw
material. This means that any
increased emissions from a boiler
which could burn coal but for which
there were no coal handlinq
facilities would qualify under
this exempt ion, However, please
note that the coal handling
facilities’ (or any other new
equipment) could qualify for a
modification based on its own
potential to emit 100 (250) tons or
more per year.



.

Affected
Ref. Question Reqe Determ. Discussion

PSD/-R5
3/26/79

Does the Ccnsolidated 52.21 No An increase in the eulfur content
Edison Company'8 of a particular fuel burned at a
proposed switch from source does not constitute use of
.3% sulfur oil to 1.5% an *altetnativeU fuel1 ie not con-
sulfur oil constitute a sidered a change in the method of
"major modification" for operating1  and hence doee not con-
purpoeee of PSD? stitute a major modification.

PSD/86
4/16/79

18 a fuel switch from
natural gae to a
vaporized mixture of
two-third8  distillate
fuel oil and one-third
fuel gas exempt from
the definition of major .
modification baaed on
the fact that the boilers
have been capable of
accommodating this fuel
all along? The con-

. version involvee two
300 million Btu/hour
boilers *and will require
inetallation  of an oil-
fired vaporizer.

52.21(b) Yes Since the boilers can switch from
(2)(11)(d)  , gae to vaporized oil without making

any modifications to the boiler8
themselvae, they are coneider& to
have been capable of burning oil
prior to l/6/75. Therefore,
increaeed boiler emiesfons will not
be eubject to PSD review, but will
consume increment.

In addition to the increaeed
boiler emissiona there will be some
direct emltleione from the firing
of the new vaporizer. Should the
(direct) potential emleeion from
the vaporizer amount to 100 tons or
more of a regulated pollutant par
year, a PSD review would be necee- .
sary.



. *
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. Affected
Ref. Q u e s t i o n R e q s De term. Dlscussion .

PSD/87
4/12/79

A new docking facility
is built which will
handle shipments of crude
o i l . Aie emissions
from ships which service
the dock to be considered
pr imary or secondary
emissions?

S52.21 Cond i- If a facility is directly involved
tional with the operation of a PSD-

affected source, the emissions from
that facility are primary. On the
other hand, if the emissions are
associated with but not d i r e c t l y
involved in the operation of the
source, they are secondary. An
example of secondary emissions f rom
a PSD-aEfected  docking facility
would be the emissions which result
from the ballasting of ships
servicing the dock. This does not
mean that all ship emissions are
necessarily secondary to the opera-
tions taking place on the dock. On
the contrary, any ship emissions
which result from the unloading of
the ships are directly involved in
dock operations and therefore are
considered primary. Emissions ,
from ships boilers, to the extent
the boilers are operated for the
purpose of unloading oil, are
primary emissions. See 44 FR 3281,
l/16/79 for a discussion of EPA’s
secondary emissiona policy.

NOTE x This determination has since
been overruled. OGC will be
issuing an explanatory memo.

If an electric power
plant beg ins cons truc-
tion pr Lor to 6/l/75
but then d iscont  inires
cons truce ion for more
than 18 months is that
[)owcr plant subject to
PSI) review.

S52.21(b)(EJ) Yes The original PSI) regulations
( IIccembcr  5, 1974) define Che term
” commt?nced” to mean that *an owner
or uperat_or  has under taken a
cant in11011u ~)roq~-ilm  off co~~struc--____----
c i (‘)I\. . . “As a matter of l)ol i c y ,  we
c:;tal~l ish(!cl t.hdt-  a  coirslt-uct  loll
pt-0qrd111  wl~lclr w a s  inlcrrlil)tcd for  a
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Ref. Quest ion
Af feCted
Rege De term.

.
Discussion

PSD/8 8
(cont. )

period of 18 months or more had
not “commenced” accord lng to the
definition in S52.21(b)(7).  There-
fore, the electric util ity in
question was subject Fo the old
PSD regulations because it dld not
commence construction  before
6/l/75.

Since the utility was subject to
the old PSD regulations and
failed to get a PSD permit by I

3/l/70  I it fo now subject to the ’
new regulations. S e e  4 3  PR 2 6 4 0 6 ,
S52.21(1)(2),  6/19/78.

PSD/fl9
4/12/79

a) Does the addition
of a sulfur recovery
plant constitute the
modification of a
petroleum refinery?

- S52.21(b)(2) Yea Al though PSD/l2 stated that the
addition of a sulfur recovery plant
would not be subject to PSD, that
determination was made under the
old regulations. And under the
old regulations a modif icatlon

“.,’ occurred only if there was a net
Increase in emissions on a 8ource-
wide‘ basis.

The new regulations however,
define the term ‘major modifica-
t ion” such that the regulation8
apply to a sulfur recovery unlt if
the potential emissions from the
unit will amount to 100 tons/year
of a regulated pollutant. The
potential emissions of the unit
are calculated without cons lder inq
any emission reductions which would
OCCLIC  elmul taneouely.



.

_Ref. Question
Affected

Pegs De term. Discussion

PSD/89
(cont. )

L

% Fur thermore,*r Congress specifically
stated in 9169(l)  of the Clean Air
Act that Sulfur recovery plants
were air pollution sources intended
to be covered under PSD.

b,) For purposes of
de termin inq whether a
sulfur recovery plant
hia been reconstructed,
what components are
considered to be part
o f  it3

S52.21 The sulfur recovery plant is com-
pr ised by the Claus unit and any
units downstream of the Claus.

PSD/90
s/11/79

If a facility which is
in one of the 2 8
1 is ted source categor  ice
locates at a source
which is not in one of
the 20 ca=or lea, does
the 100 ton or the 2 5 0
ton/yr potential emission
cutoff apply?

S52.21 the 250 “ S o u r c e ”  ie defined in the PSD
ton/yr. regulations as “any structure,
cutoff building, facility, equipment,

insta l lat ion, or operation (or
combination thereof) which is
located on one or IIy)re cant iquoua
or adjacent properties and which 1s
owned or operated by the same
person (or by persons under common
control)“. Using the example of a
textile mill which will be modified
by the addition of a 250 mm Btu/hr
bo i l e r , the textile mill would be
considered the “source”, according
to the definition above. S lnce
textlle mills are not one of the 28
listed categories, the 250 ton
limit would apply. In order for
the addition of the boiler to be
considered a “major nrodfEication”
the boiler would have to have
potential emissions of 250 tons/

.I year.

L .



.
Affected

Ref. Question R e g s Detern. Dlscueeion

PSD/g2
i 6/6j79

Should a drlCt eliminator
be conslderad an Integral.
part of! a natural draLt
cooling t o w e r  o r  ,should
It be considered, an air
pollution control device?
The purpose OE the drltt.
ellmlnator la to reduce
evaporatlve water loe’see
from the cooling tower,
b u t  it 1s a l s o  efEec-
t l v e  in reducing  s a l t
(particulate )  emlseloiui.

52.21

1.

The PSD regulatlone deElne  .ak
pollutlon control equipment” as
equlpment uhlch is not, aalde Eron
air pllutlon control laws and
regu lat lons , vital to productlon of
the normal product OE the source
or to lte normal operation. Since
the drlEt  ellmlnator is not
eseentlal to the operatlon OE the
cool lny tower, It should he con-
sidered air pollution control
equlpment.

-Ref. Question
Affected

Ilegs De term.

.

Discussion _
.

PSD/93
6(2/79

a) Are the provisions for Preamble Yes Example 8 A power plant with .

issuing permits to several boilers that will be con-
phased construction pro- strutted  one at a time.
jects applicable to
source8 with mutually
Independent phases?

b) May a PSD permit be
issued to a multi-
phased source before
each phase has obtained
a State permit?

cl Must  the  plans for ’
each phase of a construc-
tion project be well-
defined before a PSD
permit can be issuedj

Yes

Yee

The regulations do not require
that any source obtain State permits
beEore a PSD permit will be issued,
except where ocfsets are required.
But in order for a PSD permit to
remain val Id, a State permit must
be issued within 18 months of PSD
permit issuance. In the case of
phased projects the State permits
for each phase must be obtalned
within 18 months of the date
specified in the PSD permit.
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I . Af f ec ted
Reference @uestion Regs Determ. Discussion

PSD/94
1-o/2  3/7 9

Is a proposed major source 52, 21(i) (5’)
or modiEication,  which
will emit vinyl chloride,
subject to both a LAER
review for WC u n d e r
the OEfset Policy and
a DACT review for x
under PSI)?

Y e s Section 165(a) (4) of the Act
applies preconstructlon require-
ments to each pollutant regulated
under lhe Act. VOC is regulated
for ozone and VC is regulated as
a cart inoqen . It is possible that
DACT for VOC and LAEI\  for VC may
require two different levels of
con t rol .

PSD/96
12/21/79

Do. glass manufacturing
plants belong under the
chemical processing
plant category identi-
fied in Sect’lon 169
of the Act?

Si.21(b)(l)(i) N o

I8

PSD/98
1/9/8cl

For sources which are
making a fuel switch,
is it correct that any
available fuel suitable
for use in operation
may be used to
determine “before
modification” emissions
and any fuel for which
the operator is willing
to accept enforceable
permit conditions may
be used to determine
“after modification”
emissions?

52.21 Yes Potential emissions of a source
before modif ication should be
based on any type of fuel the
source was capable of burning.
A f te r  mod i f i ca t ion ,  po tent i a l  -
emissions should be based on the
the dirtiest type of fuel the
source is capable of burning.

For both -before and after mod if i-
cation calculations, enforceable
permit conditions may limit
potential emissions.
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Reference
Affected

Questi&  ‘* 0 negs Determ. Discussjon

ED/99 Is a plant which pro- 51.24(b)(l)(i) Cond i- If the plant manuEactures the
l/9/80 ducts  f iberglass t ional

ro in forced shower
fabric from raw fiberglass or its

enclosures and bath-
process involves combining fiber-

tubs considered a  ,
glass and polyester resin, it is

_
“glass fiber processing

considered a glass fiber proces-

plant”?
sing plant. Plants which process
pre-fabricated fiberglass products
would not be included.

l~so/lol
_ l/5/80

Is a major source
subject to I’SD
rev lew i f construc-
tion commenced after
Harch 19, 19791

52.21 Yes A major source would not bc sub-
ject to PSD review only if:

1. All final Federal, State, and
local preconstruct ion permi ts were
obtained before Ilarch 1, 1978,

2. Construction commenced before
March 19, 1979, and

3. Did not discontinue construc-
tion for a period of 18 months or
more and construction is (was)
completed within a reasonable

. time.
.

PSD/l05
4 /2 5/80

Must a reconstructed 52.21 No A ‘reconstruction occurs Only when
coke ha ttery wh  iCh the entire source is rcconstruc-
produces no increase ted. In this case the source is
in the iron and steel 1 . an iron and steel mill, not a coke
mill’s potential to : battery.
emit SO2 secure a
PSD permit?

I-lust  the reconstructed 52.21 No
battery employ DACT?



$52.21(b)(l) Ml tJm mltm at tha mWc0 f411  kndor tJ* m
04tbQrV “pwcr  PlMt-. Aprqn4adpwrrpJ4nt4Id~
on1 I&. -ir. airldor6.l  all UY
plant.

1mddIndurll
tlm  ram Iniu8tr1aJ
the 8lC m4nu4l)

Jomted Q, m,tJgunu  n tdjmt JX=%arty  ti UHar
CxlwKn rnltrul. lbrh tJI14  datln1tlonr l M plant
all an1 mllm uuld La w I)uccm. Itr*awc.  tlr 4b4
oa1441u*r  wnlld bo an41Jacal  m ~dO4lam d
the 1owr @Mt.

PSD/lO9
S/lS/eO

C4n tw3 bcllit104  bhlch 4re 4sp4ratal
ty 1.e mlla or plpolha kn oJn4ld4rd
Qdjacart-  If thy 4ro qmr4taJ 44 OY
facilltfl

Sept. 5, 1979
PIoposal
(44 FR 5l924)

Km. Ihs two fhcllltlem are oonmnly  aJusJ aid ar4 q4rsM
togetti  a4 a 4Irql4 refhsy.  Thty 4m 4eprsteJ  b y
I.8 mlle4 4rxJ 4r4 lnteraxwscbd  w a tW.uuk  d
pIpd11~. Ihs plpellnm  ax3 uscrl  to tisrupxt
Intarurrllary  pahctm  &cm ow sits lo -her.
Nalttw 4lte produwn  flnlatlal plcxludr b Itself.
lherefore,  aridtmca ypoortB tlm two 4lt*r  Jould ka
an41Jurd  4 41ngl4 ~04 fbr FSD 4pPllcabLllty.

t@¶4t4  Augunt 7, r9ea R4g4c
D4t4cmlnat1cm  renain th4 mm Frwwhg th4 bra
facllltla bu4 tlu, 44lm CHsjor QxJ#  clAmlClmtlln
(52.21(b)(6)  8/7/L10)

PSD/llS
7/7@3

Do anl1flc4thl4  of tJu nM1 h4NJllng
4mJ f44J 4qulpnmt  4t 4 gw3rstJng 1”
plant m&4 it 4ubject  to FSLI r4vlerl)

nlo lnodlflcstkn  14 b4hg  pqD4a3 ln
order fix  th4 hclllty  to 4chlsv4 It.4
Or1ght  J‘S”4l  Of plXXkCt1M  (p‘X,hG-
tl.Cn droIperl bAus, th4 IkcUlty blften
to a lar l uJfur ax&l).

‘I

,

’

‘sx4bo  19, J978
(43 YR 263@3)

Y4. ibtentlsl anl44lcn4 4r4 lImItal  ty Um qnntlty  d
fu4t  thJ 1Ix1K.DB 1 4  cqabl4 d mhu4tily.  nm 4bl11ty
o f  ttw gnerrstlng  phnt  to mhu4t  aldlthbal fbl
4ulxwfLwrlt to t1m Podlflcstkn  rerult4 ln lJTcr444aJ
eU1441allr. 61rhce  Urn gtswratlrq  pIark wu not
calnlJh o f  m.xuUl~tlng t.Jrl4 f&1tlcnaJ  fbll dtJolit
cirarq.a to Lilt, f ue l  h4ndILlg arrl 6NCJlrq 4+Jlnmt,
tl114  uuld tx+rcPeant  DIB  lncrwee in tl~ ~t4Alal to
enlt. -14 4ounn  w l d  tn 4ubject to PSD rwlw LL
the hangem  recruit In 011 lncraaa4 af 100 WY of
lMcntrollaJ tiO2 ar Jartlculalr apttax or 10 Wf of
antrollul enlr4kn4. TIw ;Aa10*7fl  r4qAatLrr  wul4
b4 qpl1ul..
QxlAta d kbg.  7, lseo Ilqulatlcn41
6x1~ uuld Lre 4Sjoct  to GSD ravlv if the d-4
result In 4 4lgulficant  net hrr4am  In ao144l.a-m.
1,4., 40 w f+ 25 tale RI.



Late of mm AlTxcmD DFIER- DISCKZX(N
Response Ri33JIATIoN HINATICN

F6D121 l/22/81! Should’ &harm1  ai Yes
,Plants  be classified

52.21(b)(6) The Agency rfzgarris  as a minlnun, any

as chemical ~LXXX~~
souroe llsted tier Major Group 28

plants fbr the plqmsee
of the Standard In~uetrlal  Classlficatlon

; 0E FD applicabillt~
(SIC) tnmual aa a chtmlcal process
plant. Ethanol fuel is llsmi umkr

,I ’ SIC ttajor  ctxup 26

Pm-131

!’
CODE

PSD-137
h

r
F

I

‘*

hIhat is the etatus 52.21
of the ten 51.24

On July 15 1981 FPA ISS& a temporary
stay (90 d&s) of the PSD rules with

l Ekkrally
enforceable.  as mzd

mgard lo the we of the tetm l federally
enEorceable”.

in the PSD regulatia’m?
nxlng the pzirod  cd the

etay, the term federally enCorwable
tierever wfd in the cqulatloms,  will
CD longer k in effect. In addition,
during the ooufbe d the stay, EPA dll
reaxu3ldcr the issue of federally
enforceable nguiromnta srd -licit
axmbznts  ar the issue.

)ATE OF
lESPONSE-

12/3/82

QUESTION- -____..-_

Is the installation of two
stat ionarv  aas turbines at the
Vi rg in  Isiahd  Water 6
Authority’s St.  Croix
Thomas plants subject
review?

Power
and St.
to PSD

\FFECTED
<ECULATION_------

I

DETERMINATION
I-.--. - -----.--
DISCUSSlON_---_---- - - -

Yes The turbines will cause a
signiEicant  increase in PM, SO2,
NO,, HC and CO emissions and will
not he restricted by any federally
enforceable permit conditions.



Code

PSD-
139

Reference

lemo (Reich to
Walter)

./4/83

Determinations of Applicability

Question

A power plant, now burning
natural gas (oil standby) may
switch to petroluem coke. It
would be necessary to install
equipment to handle bottom
ash. No other changes would
have to be made. Is the unit
"capable of accommodating" the
new fuel? (meaning PSD may not
be applicable)

In the above case, are there
other considerations affecting
PSD applicability?

Affected
Regulation

S52.21(b)
(2)(iii)(e)

S::j21(b) (2)

I

c

Determination

QO

Yes

Discussion

The boilers have never had the
physical capability of handling
bottom ash, and the design
specifications also do not
contain any such provisions
(therefore, they were not
capable of handling the alternate
fuel before l/6/75).  Thus, the
boilers are not considered
capable of accommodating petroleum
coke as an alternate fuel.

PSD is applicable if this change
would result in a significant
net emissions increase at the
plant.


